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REMARKS 

I. Status of the Armlicadon 

Claims 14-21 are pending in this application. In the March 8, 2006 Office action, the 
Examiner (i) objected to Oie drawings because of infonnalities; (ii) objected to claim 14 because 
of an infomality, and (iiO rejected claims 14-21 imder 35 U^.C. § 103(a), as aUegedly being 
unpatentable over prior art disclosed by AppUcant in FIG. IB of ttie patent application 
(heieinafter "AAPA") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,094,956 to Ozaki et al. (hereinafter "OzaW"). 

In this re^wnse. Aj^licant (i) sutoiits replacement drawings to overcome the Examiner's 
objection to die drawings; (ii) has amended claim 14 to overcome the Examiner's objection; and 
(iii) traverses the Examiner's rejection of claims 14-21 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

n. Th«K^aminer'a»i rf«tion of Claim 14-21 Under 35 US, C ^ 103(ft>$hOMl<IW 

Withdrawn 

A. APPti?^!'' ' Claim 14 

With respect to claim 14, it is reqiectftilly sabmitted that the Examiner has feiled to make 
a prima &cie case of obviousness because all dahn limitadtms are not shovv in AAPA and 
Ozaki. In order to establidi a prina facie case of obviousness, all the claim limitations must be 
taught or suggested by the prior art. MPEP § 2143.03. "AU words in a claim must be considered 
is judpi^ the patentability of that claim against the priw ait" In re WUson, 424 F2d. 1382 
(CCPA 1970). 

One example of a limitation of claim 14 shown in neither AAPA nor Ozaki is that of a 
metallization layer with "the jmtion covering ttie side fiwe of the gate facing flie drain area 
tominating at an end di^laced from die substxate by predetermined disptecement^ (empAosis 
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added). Claim 14 does not simply state that the shielding provided to the gate at the side facing 
the drain is somehow displaced fiom the substrate. Instead, the claims clearly indicate that the 
shielding is displaced from the substrate by a T?redeteniiincd displaccmCTt, Indeed^ the present 
appUcation describes certain advantages reaUzed by setting this specific displacement to a 
predetermined vahie. In particular, advantageous effects on the properties of the senuc^^ 
device are seen, such as reduction of the feedback ci^acity, as described in the present 
application with reference to Figs- 5 and 6» and the increase in the maximum stable gain, as 
described in die presat iqyplication with referrace to Fig. 7. 

In the March 8, 2006 OfBce action, the examiner states diat AAPA teaches a 
metallization layer wherein '•die portion covering the side face of die gate facing the drain area D 
tennmating at an end displaced fiom the substrate 10 by a predetermined displacement DELTA." 
(See March 8, 2006 OfKce action, page 3): It is req>ect&lfy submitted diat this limitation of a 
predetermined displacement is not shown in AAPA. All that is described in Fig. IB of die 
present application is that the shielding does not contact the drain area to avoid short circuiting 
die drain and die source regions of the semiconductor device. Thus, the basic teaching diat may 
be derived fiom Fig. IB is to provide a spacing between the drain area and the shield in ord^ to 
avoid a short-circuit at this portion of the device. However, notiiing is described with regard to 
the possibility of improvmg die pn^oties of the semiconductor device by selecting a 
predetermined displacemenL such as hctwccn 500 nm and 250 mn. as described in ttie present 
application. Aif^fin^F*^ acc#>r.tpt^/l with the claimed "predetermined displacement* are 
discussed in the present application on pages 10-12, and are not associated with the prior art. 

Because neitti^ AAPA nor Ozaki disclose a metallization layer with 'the portion 
covering die side face of the gate facing die drain area terminating at an end displaced from the 
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substrate by a nr^temdned displacement. " claim 14 can not be considered obvious in view of 
the prior art Accordingly, the examiner's rejection of claim 14 should be withdrawn. 

B. The Examiner's Reiection of Cla j m. 1^-21 Under 3?> IJ.S.C. S 103fa> Should be 
Withdrawn 

In the March 8, 2006 Office action, Ae Examiner rejected dependent claims 15-21 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a), Each of these claims depends ftpra and incorporates all of the limitations of 
one of independent claim 14. As set forth above, the »caminer*s rejection of claim 14 should be 
withdrawn. Therefore, because each of dependent claims 15-21 depend ftom and incorporate all 
of the limitations of claim I, the Examiner's rejection of dependent claims 15-21 should also be 
withdrawn for at least the same reasons. 

to addition to the above, clahns 15-21 are allowable for additional reasons. For eaample, 
claim 18 is allowable for the additional reasons set fortii below. Gaims 15-17 and 19-21 are also 
allowable for similar indepradent reasons. 

C. The Examiner's Rejection of C laim 18 Under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) Should b<5 
Withdrawn 

Claim 18 includes the limitation that the "predetermined displacement is set to be 
between about 250 nm and about 500 am." In rejectiiig ^licaat's daim 18 the examiner stated, 
•Nvhere flie general conditions of a daim are disdosed in &e prior art, ft is not inventive to 
discover flie optimum or workable ranges by routine experimentation." The examiner then 
concluded dwt "it would have been obvious to set a predetermined displacement DELTA of 
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AAPA in a range as claimed because the predetennined displacement DELTA can be optimized 
during routine experimentatioa.*" 

With respect to claim 18, Arolicant reaoectfi iHv notes that "a particular parameter must 
fiist be reco^zed as a resuit-effectfve variable. i.e>. a variable which achieves a recognizable 
result, before the deteitnlnat i on of the ootimum or woricable ranges of said variable mig|it be 
chamcterized 3& routine exp erimentatioa In re Antonie, 559 F.2d 618 (CCPA 1977). 
Accoidingly, if a partictilar optimized parameter is not recognized in the art to be a result- 
effective variable, detennination of the optimum ranges of said variable can not be characterized 
as '^routine experimentation". See MPEP § 2144.05. 

In the present application, the inventors discovered that setting the specific displacement 
of claim 18 to a predet^ined value has advantageous effects on the properties of die 
semiconductor device. Tliose advantageous effects include reduction of the feedback capacity, 
as disclosed with reference to Figs. 5 and 6 of tfie present plication, and increase in Ihe 
maximum stable gain, as disclosed with reference to Fig. 7 in the present appUcation. APPti<?fflt 
resoectfiitlv submits that thi s particular parameter of displacement vm m recoffiized in the 
prior art to be a "result-effective variable**- and flierefo re detennination of the optimum ranges of 
said variable can not be characteriz ed as *^utine experimentation.'' — Accordinriy, ft^ 
^v^mmM--Q ^. mted rationale for rejecting cl aim 18 is improper under MPEP S 2144.05, and th? 
examiner^s rejection of claim 18 shoul d he withdrawn. 
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IV, Conclusion 

For all of the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted the Applicant has made a 
patentable contribution to die art. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of this application is» 
therefore, respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Russell £. Fowler II 
Attorney for Applicants 
Attorney Registration No. 43,615 
Maginot Moore & Beck LLP 
Chase Tower 

1 1 1 Monmcnt Circle, Suite 3250 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
Telephone: (317)638-2922 

Enclosures: Replacement Sheets for Figs. 1 A and IB 
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